Previous Corpora and the Current Study
Previous work on Khevsur and Tush 1 focused primarily on lexicography, phonological processes particular to these dialects, and idiosyncrasies of paradigm formation. While like all basic documentation work this is unquestionably valuable, and much of this work has been of very high quality, a number of problems recur throughout these texts which stand in need of improvement. Firstly, many of these dialect texts were collected more than a century ago without the aid of modern recording devices and methods of elicitation. Most such texts were transcribed by hand on site, while fragile wax-cylinders and records (to the extent they ever existed) suffered the vicissitudes of neglect and outright destruction during Georgia's complex history in the twentieth century. Furthermore, metadata about the consultants' age, sex, location and relationship to the wider community were rarely or only incompletely recorded, thus making our task of interpretation all the harder. The corpora were, without exception, published in Georgian script with all commentary and linguistic analysis in literary Georgian, with the result that these dialects (or languages) were essentially inaccessible to all non-Kartvelologists. Thus scholars working on unrelated but geographically close Nakh-Daghestanian, Abkhaz-Adyghean, Turkic, IndoEuropean and other languages were incapable of comparing how this small area interacted within the larger ethnolinguistic context. Above and beyond these problems, however, because the dialects themselves have in all likelihood been greatly restructured in the direction of the standard language, or replaced by some sort of Umgangsprache, it is difficult to know whether recordings and elicitations made today are capturing the 'same' language form as that recorded a century ago. Given that any dialect of Georgian, whatever its form, also generally lies at one extreme of complexity in terms of morphosyntax among the world's languages, even specialists can have a hard time penetrating the labyrinthine relationships between paradigms, argument structure, and clausal architecture.
1 Shanidze (1984) , Dolidze (1975 ), Chincharauli (1960 Or-n mama-švil-n q'opil-an. švil-is-ad
Two-NOM.PL father-child-NOM.PL be.PERF-3PL child-GEN-ADV mama-s col-mo-u-q'van-a=v [2] . i kal-s ksl-is father-DAT wife-PVB-PRIV-have.ANIM=QUOT this wife-DAT warp-GEN ks-ov-a da-u-c'q'-a=v, ksel weave-TH-MAS.NOM PVB-PRV-begin-AOR3SG=QUOT warp da-u-ks-a=v PVB-PRV-weave-AOR3SG=QUOT The current study seeks to correct some of these problems by making full use of modern technology and approaches through an online digital dialect corpus. This gateway, modelled in part on the Perseus Project at Tufts University and Jost Gippert's TITUS-Projekt in Frankfurt, when completed will gather and present glossed and translated dialect texts in Georgian and Latin script in which each word is hypertexted to a dialect dictionary allowing scholars to see the cloud of meanings a given lexical entry may have. Beyond this textual level however the corpus envisions both intratextual and intertextual metatextual annotations of how a given text relates to the language and other texts in the corpus. Thus, intratextually, constructions which vary from standard Tbilisi Georgian, or from typologically expected norms, will be flagged to allow scholars unused to the norms of Kartvelian to focus on and potentially explain such differences.
Intertextually, constructions and forms in a text which differ from other texts in the corpus, either by different speakers, recorded in different locations or from different time periods, will be marked as such. This dual approach will allow scholars to see how all a given form behaves across a variety of constructural contexts. Furthermore, the digital recordings (both audio and video, where available) from which these texts were made will be made available along with each text, so that users can actually isolate the constructions in context. The goal is to give corpus users the fullest possible understanding of language use from a variety of different perspectives.
3
Typological Rara in the Corpus
Violations of Superiority Effects in Wh-Constructions
Such corpora tend to be 'messy' in the sense that they lack the idealization that accretes around studies based entirely on elicitation. Not only is this true of the current corpus of Khevsur and Tush, it reveals violations of typological norms not generally found in the already outré standard Georgian morphosyntactic system. So, for example, standard Georgian abides by the linguistic tendency that in constructions involving multiple wh-words an animacy restriction constrains otherwise rather free wordorder. In all varieties, such wh-words must surface preverbally (1a), and when both an animate and an inanimate wh-word are present, the animate wh-form must precede the latter (1b-c; Harris 1981:xx):
Specialists who work on question constructions must often rely on elicitation because of the extreme rarity of multiple wh-constructions in corpora of natural languages. In the current corpus, however, not only are there numerous whconstructions (or at least, more than expected from a corpus of considerably less than a million words), these multiple wh-constructions exhibit contrary tendencies in comparison with the standard dialect. As you can see in (2-3), in Khevsur, the wh-words still obligatorily surface before the verb complex (including negators). This is expected if all focal items surface immediately preverbally, as in Standard Georgian. However, other when you get two or more wh-words together, violations of superiority occur if one or more of the wh-words does not have a question interpretation, but rather is a homophonous indefinite pronoun (4-5). 
This is interesting in that the morphological signaling that is usually required to obviate the underlying question interpretation to produce an indefinite in standard Georgian and western languages is not present here. Thus the templatic constraint that is present in standard Georgian (6; see Wier, forthcoming), which like these dialects also has a nonconfigurational clause structure, is weakened, in that variation in wh-word ordering occurs which does not in the standard (7). [-ANIM]
(7) Khevsur and Tush focal structure:
That is, in comparison with the standard, the dialectal forms simply lack any templatic specification for ordering generalizations of wh-words as long as the wh-forms are all grouped together.
Noun Incorporation
In standard Georgian, noun incorporation is at best a marginal morphological process, allowable only about to the same extent that it is in English with N-N compounds:
water-PVB-take-TH-PART-NOM 'a drowning person' (lit. taken by water) (Shanidze 1953:162) 2 For purposes of this article, I will remain ambiguous as to whether this is a grammaticalized syntactic feature which both wh-words with question interpretation and indefinite pronouns bear and which thus triggers particular orderings in the syntax, or whether [FOC] is a semantic or discourse functional feature. I believe it is probably the former, but this is really an empirical question testable by discourse analysis and beyond the scope of this article.
These constitute the first of the by now familiar four-way typology for noun incorporation posited by Mithun (1984 Mithun ( , 1986 In contrast to the standard language, in Khevsur, there are a variety of examples of NI, including at least one textual attestation of Mithun's Type 4 NI (aka 'syntactic' NI). In the form in (10), for example, the root elam-'squint' has been incorporated into the verbal root q'opil 'be' 3 . A number of different criteria suggest that this form has truly been incorporated. First, this particular example comes from a story that was elicited by 'in 'arauli who was a native speaker of Khevsur dialect. The fact that a native speaker intuitively sees them as a prosodic unit suggests (though does not prove) that they are also a morphological unit. More direct evidence of this is that the accent shifts to mark the noun as part of the verbal prosodic phrase: thus the nominative suffix -i receives accent in elam-í-instead of the initial syllable as in the free word: élam-i.
(10) Type 1: noun compounding i kal elam-í-q'opil. that woman squint-NOM-be.PERF 'The woman had a squinty-eye.'
Another argument that these arguments are truly incorporated into the verb is that the focal elements, which in standard Georgian must usually immediately precede the verb complex (excluding negators), here precede the incorporated noun: In (13), on the other hand, we see evidence that the incorporated element need not be less general than the nonincorporated element. The incorporated nominal, kali 'woman' is modified by an external adjectival nominal ukmro 'husbandless, unmarried'. What is more interesting, this is actually an example of subject incorporationrather a rare phenomenon crosslinguistically (Baker 1988 , Spencer 1995 . Although such constructions are by no means unattested crosslinguistically, within Kartvelian they are asymptotically rare, so their relative productivity in these more conservative mountain dialects/languages reinforces the importance of the study of less prestigious varieties of 'exotic' languages along with standard or more widespread varieties.
3.3
Suffixaufnahme, or Double-Case?
Another unusual property of these dialects that distinguishes them from standard Tbilisi Georgian is the use of double case constructions which, however, do not necessarily take part in any system of agreement. One basic kind of construction involves the use of a genitive followed by a dative, which may be in agreement with another dative marked head noun in the same clause:
wife-DAT that-GEN-DAT 'He fell in love with [the other man's] wife.'
Here, the genitival possessor imisas 'his' involves both a genitival suffix and a dative suffix to indicate the grammatical function of the possessum, here a dativemarked direct object cols 'wife'. This represents a conservative retention of an Old Georgian Suffixaufnahme, whereby all genitives had to agree in case and number with the possessum, as in (15) (Boeder 2003:46) Although rare in the standard, such constructions are quite common in both Khevsur and Tush; among the current texts in the corpus, at least 22 -isa-s constructions occur in the Khevsur corpus (~10k words) and 6 times in the Tush corpus (~40k words). Less expected however are double case constructions which do not take part in any kind of agreement with a nominal head. There are a variety of different kinds of double case, including genitive+dative -isa-s (where in its non-agreeing manifestation it usually functions as an adjunct), genitive+nominative -is-i, genitive+instrumental -is-it, genitive+adverbial -is-ad, and, exceptionally, double instrumental -it-it. Although almost all of these make use of a genitival stem plus some oblique case, it is unclear that the genitive contributes any meaning to the form; rather it seems simply to serve as the building block onto which further case forms (themselves rarely bearing a consistent meaning) can attach. For example, a double genitive+adverbial frequently reflects a thematic recipient of verba dicendi as in (17) and (18) or verba sentiendi as in (19) and (20), but sometimes merely the experiencer (19), and sometimes the thing being experienced (20). Finally, sometimes the double-case form marks the recipient, as in (21). shepherd-GEN-ADV '"How could I fall flat on my feet?" he says to the shepherd.' (Kh) (18) diac-is-ad u-ex-eb-a=v "k'arg oq h šam, k'arg peasant.woman-GEN-ADV PRV-call-TH-3SG=QUOT good strap good mo-gv-i-mzad-e=v me da em st'umar-sa=v!" PVB-1PL-PRV-prepare-AOR1/2=QUOT 1SG and my guest-DAT=QUOT 'He calls the peasant woman: 'Prepare a good strap -a good one! -for me and my guest!" (Kh)
Conclusion
This survey of properties of Khevsur and Tush dialects of Georgian has shown the value of data-focused corpus studies for studies of linguistics and typology, since they have a tendency to confound traditional notions of how grammars are supposed to work. Khevsur and Tush show that even when a standard form of the language abides by supposed notions of superiority in wh-constructions, some dialects can and do violate these norms. They also show that noun incorporation may indeed vary, and even unusual forms of noun incorporation such as subject NI or syntactic NI may occur in one variety while in another variety NI is almost completely absent. Finally, most interestingly, even in languages noted for obscure construction types, such as Suffixaufnahme or double-case, nonstandard varieties of language may contain typologically unusual variants of those same construction types, rarities within rarities.
